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The Examiner misses the point of the present invention which detects the 
point of origin of a Shockwave occurring by a touch on an LCD panel. 

Claim 1 1 makes it clear that the Examiner is ignoring the limitation that the 
Shockwave being detected is generated by the touch on the LCD panel. Claim 
1 1 includes a limitation of 

"tapping a first location on the viewing area and 
.. generating a Shockwave as a result of such 
tapping:" 

and further includes a limitation of 

"locating said first location in response to said step of 
determining a time of arrival of said Shockwave." 



REMARKS: 



i 



i.e., you generate the Shockwave by tapping, and you determine the time 
of arrival of the SAME Shockwave to accomplish the desired goal of location of 
the point of tapping. 

In paragraph 8 on lines 4-6 of page 5 of the final office action, the 
Examiner appears to say that "touching a cross point on the surface of a non- 
piezoelectric plate 1 , fig 3" somehow generates THE SHOCKWAVE. 

The Examiner then goes on to incorrectly conclude that "Shockwaves are 
equivalent to acoustic waves," and, therefore, the acoustic waves generated by 
the transmitters Tx1 to Tx5 on the periphery are the same waves as the 
Shockwave generated on the viewing area as a result of the tapping. 

This ignoring of the claim limitation as to the point of origin of the 
Shockwave is clear error. 

An even more flagrant error or omission occurs with respect to Claim 2. 

Claim 2 makes clear that the present invention does NOT have a 
periphery of the LCD panel which has transmitter and receiver pairs disposed 
thereon. In paragraph 4 of the final office action, the Examiner states: 



4. As to claim 2, Toda teaches wherein sard periphery is free from a plurality of 
pairs of opposing transmitters and receivers disposed about said periphery where said 
plurality of pairs of opposing transmitters and receivers are configured to detect a 
presence of an object disposed on the viewing area and between said transmitters and 
said receivers [the plurality of acoustic wave transmitters Tx1 to Tx5, Ty1 to Ty5, and 
acoustic wave receivers Gx1 to Gx5, Gy1 to Gy5 are arranged surrounding the four 
edges of the touch panel, Figs, 1 and 4, col. 4, lines 35-54, col. 2, line 66 through coi. 3, 
line 1 and col. 4, lines 16-19]; 

This simply makes no sense. This does not explain how Toda's periphery 
is FREE from a plurality of transmitter receiver pairs. It seems to do just the 
opposite confirm that Toda does in fact have such transmitter receiver pairs. 

The Examiner consistently ignores claim language and/or misunderstands 
the gist of the invention. 

In Claim 1, the Examiner ignores the last limitation of " ... determine a 
point of origin of the Shockwave in the liquid crystal panel which results from a 
touch occurring at the point of origin/' 

In Claim 17, the Examiner again ignores the last limitation to " ...detection 
of a Shockwave generated at said point of tactile stimulation." 

This equating of blocking, by touching on the viewing surface, of a wave 
generated at the periphery with the present invention's notion of detection of a 
Shockwave generated at the point of tactile stimulation, is clear error, and it 
clearly ignores the claim language, and it clearly ignores the teaching in Toda 
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that the SAW disappears by touching the cross point. See Toda, column 6, 
lines 39-45. 

Detecting the disappearance of a periphery generated wave is not the 
same as determining the existence of and the point of origin of a wave created by 
the touch occurring at the point of tactile stimulation. 

The Applicants believe that requiring them to undergo the expense of 
preparing an appeal brief under these circumstances would be unjust and, 
therefore, request the Review Board to direct the Examiner to allow this 
application without further delay. 



